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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

1. Claims 1-3, 5, 8, 14, 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Licht (US 20030050093 A1). 

Regarding claim 1 , Licht discloses a primary wireless device and the associated 
industrial controller (paragraph 18, "15"), the secondary wireless device connected by a 
wireless backplane link (paragraph 19), where at least one input/output module where 
an associated field device is adapted to communicated with the controller (e.g., 
paragraph 20, "22"). 

Regarding claim 2, Licht also discloses the plurality of secondary wireless 
devices with input/output modules, each secondary wireless device connected by a 
plurality of primary wireless backplane links (e.g., paragraph 20, "22", "27", "31"). 

Regarding claim 3, Licht also discloses the secondary wireless devices are 
uniquely identified (e.g., paragraph 19, "similarly equipped with the RFID chip set"). 

Regarding claim 5, Licht also discloses selecting the configuration device (e.g., 
paragraph 18, "may also be a part of the schematic") 
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Regarding claim 8, Licht discloses the "some of said plurality ... in different 
environments" (e.g., paragraph 12, "remote location"). 

Regarding claim 14, Licht also discloses the backplane comprises a radio 
frequency (e.g., paragraph 4). 

Regarding claims 17 and 18, Licht also discloses the secondary wireless devices 
comprise a backplane and the module is physically connected (e.g., Figure 3 "22"; 
paragraph 20). 

Regarding claim 19, Licht also discloses the network adapter and primary 
wireless device (e.g., paragraph 20, "31") remote from the controller (e.g., paragraph 
17; paragraph 20, "PLC"). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 4, 6-7, 13, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Licht, as applied supra, in view ofDefosse (US 20030003865 A1). 

Regarding claim 4, Licht does not expressly mention the particular nature of the 

communication; however Defosse discloses the communication of time-sensitive (e.g., 

paragraph 24, "vending events") and time-insensitive (e.g., paragraph 24, "equipment 

parameters") data to the primary wireless device. It would have been well known to use 
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Defosse with Licht because Defosse teaches the advantages of using both forms of 
data for the purposes of control in a system such as Licht. 

Regarding claim 6, Licht does not expressly teach the use of redundant paths; 
however, Defosse does disclose redundant wireless alternatives from the primary 
wireless device to the secondary devices (e.g., paragraph 11). It would have been well 
known to combine Defosse with Licht because Defosse teaches the advantages of 
using a wireless connection such as Defosse as a redundant connection. 

Regarding claim 7, Licht does not, but Defosse expressly teaches simultaneous 
use of wireless backplane links (e.g., paragraph 11). 

Regarding claim 13, Licht does not mention the modules; however Defosse 
discloses the block module (e.g., paragraph 24, (18)) and interconnected modular 
input/output modules (e.g., paragraph 32, "couple one or more peripherals..."). It would 
have been well known to combine Defosse with Licht because Defosse teaches the 
advantages of using modular components in a control system such as Licht. 

Regarding claim 15, Licht also discloses dissimilar backplane links (e.g., 
paragraphs 34, 41). 

3. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Licht, as 
applied supra, in view of standard use of environmental standards when indicated, 
as evidenced by "Flexible Electronic Systems" (IDS 5/13/06, citation AQ). 

Regarding claim 9, Licht discloses the use in industrial control settings (e.g., 

paragraph 1) and remote environments (e.g., paragraph 2). Licht does not expressly 

mention the particular environments; however, the Examiner takes Official Notice that it 
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is well known to use environmental industrial protection standards according to the 
environment of the remote location, as evidenced by "Flexible Electronic Systems", 
which discloses standard protection, such as IP-20 and IP-67, of components in an 
industrial setting. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine environmental standards with Licht, because these standards provide reliability 
according to the specified environment. 

4. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Licht 
and standard use of environmental standards when indicated, as applied supra, in 
view ofMancini (US 6583982 B2). 

Regarding claim 10, Licht does not expressly mention the particular environment 

of the at least one device; however it is well known to use environmental industrial 

standards such as IP-20 and IP-67. Licht does not expressly mention the particular 

environment as an explosive environment; however Mancini discloses use of an 

intrinsically safe wireless device (e.g., col. 5, lines 27-31) in an explosive environment 

(e.g., col. 2, lines 46-49). It would have been well known to use Mancini with Licht 

because Mancini teaches the advantages of using a wireless secondary device in 

explosive industrial environments. 

5. Claims 1 1-12 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Licht, as applied supra, in view of Canada (US 6301514 B1). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Licht does not expressly mention visual display of the 

unique identifier; however Canada discloses display of this (e.g., col. 11, lines 61-65; 
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col. 12, line 41). It would have been well known to combine Canada with Licht because 
Canada shows the well-known technique of field configuration in a system such as 
Licht. 

Regarding claim 12, Licht does not expressly mention a wireless link quality 
indicator; however Canada discloses this (e.g., col. 13, lines 46-51). It would have been 
well known to combine Canada with Licht because Canada shows the well-known 
technique of field configuration in a system such as Licht. 

Regarding claim 20, Licht does not expressly mention a master-servant form of 
operation; however this would have been well known to use, as disclosed in Canada; 
who discloses the particular form of master-servant communication (e.g., col. 9, lines 
33-39). It would have been well known to use Canada with Licht because Canada 
discloses a particular form of communication useful in industrial controllers such as 
Licht. 

6. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Licht, as 
applied supra, in view ofJollota (US 7076274 B2), further in view of Canada. 

Regarding claim 16, Licht does not disclose a visual display that outputs an 

overall topology; however Jollota discloses this (e.g., col. 10, lines 4-9). Jollota does 

not expressly disclose a selectively connectable user interface device to output a visual 

or audio signal; however Canada discloses this (e.g., col. 5, lines 49-59). It would have 

been well known to combine Jollota with Licht because Jollota discloses the means to 

configure wireless backplane control systems, such as Licht. It would have been 
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obvious to combine Canada with Jollota because Canada teaches an express means to 
configure a system such as Jollota. 

7. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Licht, as 
applied supra, in view of Keyes (US 20030171827 A1). 

Regarding claim 21 , Licht does not expressly mention a peer-to-peer form of 

communication; however this would have been well known to use, as disclosed in 

Keyes; who discloses the particular form of master-servant communication (e.g., 

paragraph 63). It would have been well-known to use Keyes with Licht because Keyes 

discloses a particular form of communication useful in industrial controllers such as 

Licht. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CLIFFORD H. KNOLL whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3636. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 0630-1500. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark Rinehart can be reached on 571-272-3632. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Clifford H Knoll/ 
Clifford H Knoll 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 21 11 

chk 



